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Abstract
Employee green behaviour (EGB) is essential for advancing organizational sustainability, yet the role of emotional support mechanisms in fostering different types of EGB remains underexamined. This study examines how perceived organizational support (POS), perceived supervisory support (PSS), and affective commitment interact with a green organizational climate to predict EGB. Distinguishing between proximal (low-complexity) and distal (high-complexity) EGB led to novel understandings of predictive social exchange mechanisms. Using survey data from 408 employees in the UK and USA, results indicate that POS primarily predicts distal EGB, while PSS relates more closely to proximal EGB. Affective commitment emerges as an important mediator for the effects of POS and PSS. Critically, green organizational climate strengthens these relationships, particularly for distal behaviours. These findings highlight the importance of combining supportive workplace relationships with pro-environmental norms to encourage more meaningful sustainability behaviours in employees. This research also informs practical interventions that balance climate initiatives with support in the workplace.
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[bookmark: _Toc169005847]Introduction
Employee green behaviour (EGB) represents a critical organizational phenomenon that requires deeper understanding of its underlying psychological mechanisms. While existing research has predominantly focused on explicitly ‘green’ predictors of environmental behaviour in the workplace that focus on supporting the employee to perform EGB (Blok et al., 2015; Lamm et al., 2015; Raineri & Paillé, 2016), there remains uncertainty regarding the role of ‘traditional’ organizational support mechanisms in fostering such behaviours (Paillé et al., 2013; Paillé et al., 2019). This study will follow Paillé et al.’s (2019) labelling of these constructs, where the ‘green’ supportive mechanisms are termed instrumental support as this represents the more concrete, appraisal and information for the employee regarding EGB (Ramus & Steger, 2000). In contrast, the ‘traditional’ supportive mechanisms are labelled emotional support as they indicate support, listening and care for the employees well-being (Gkorezis, 2015). This study addresses this gap by investigating how ‘emotional’ social exchange theory constructs – specifically perceived organizational support (POS), perceived supervisory support (PSS), and affective commitment – relate to EGB when combined with green organizational climate factors.
Current literature on EGB demonstrates mixed findings regarding the effectiveness of emotional support constructs in predicting environmental behaviours (Paillé et al., 2013; Paillé et al., 2019). This uncertainty suggests that these established social exchange mechanisms may require enhancement through environmental factors to effectively predict EGB. Furthermore, the interaction between relations at work (social exchange theory) and green organizational climate (normative theory) remains underexplored in EGB research, representing a theoretical gap.
The limited attention given to emotional social exchange mechanisms (supervisory and organizational support) in EGB research is particularly noteworthy given their well-established relationships with other pro-social organizational behaviour (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). This study posits that incorporating a "green" factor – specifically a green organizational climate – may enhance the predictive capability of these emotional support mechanisms, offering a more nuanced understanding of how workplace relationships and environmental norms interact to promote EGB.
To address these issues this research will explore how these two theories interact to explain EGB and pursue three primary objectives: First, to advance understanding of different categories of EGB by examining how various social exchange mechanisms relate to proximal versus distal EGB (Maguire et al., 2025). This investigation will explore whether the nature of support (supervisory versus organizational) corresponds to different types of EGB, due to the complexity of the EGB. For example, proximal EGB may be more related to supervisor support as their characteristics are less complex and immediate (Maguire et al., 2025). 
Second, to elucidate the relationship between emotional supportive constructs and EGB through the inclusion of green organizational climate factors. By examining how POS, PSS, and affective commitment interact with a green organizational climate, this study aims to resolve some of the mixed findings in previous research.
Third, to inform practical interventions by determining whether organizations should focus on broad organizational climate initiatives or more targeted supervisor-employee relationship improvements to foster EGB. This addresses the practical question of resource allocation and intervention design in organizational sustainability efforts. Rather than burdening supervisors with extra responsibilities for supporting their employees to behave environmentally sustainably (Cantor et al., 2015), this research answers the question of whether the supervisors can focus on supporting their subordinate’s well-being i.e. emotional support (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005), and still result in EGB if a green organizational climate is present. 
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[bookmark: _Toc160465215][bookmark: _Toc169005850]EGB
There is a growing interest in EGB among practitioners and in research (Unsworth et al., 2013), with a growing number of studies investigating the antecedents of these behaviours (Katz et al., 2022; Yuriev et al., 2018; Zacher et al., 2023). Ones & Dilchert (2012) established a multidimensional green five taxonomy for EGB at work, defining five categories: conserving, avoiding harm, transforming, influencing others, and taking initiative. Despite this framework, research has overemphasized conserving behaviours (reduce, reuse, recycle), with nearly half of all items in Francoeur et al. (2021) systematic review falling into this single category. While some commonly cited scales treat EGB as unidimensional constructs (Graves et al., 2013; Graves & Sarkis, 2018), multidimensional approaches have emerged, notably Boiral & Paillés (2012) framework dividing EGB into eco-initiatives, eco-helping, and eco-civic engagement, which align closely with the taking initiative and influencing others categories from the green five taxonomy.
An issue that arises in existing frameworks is the omission of complexity considerations. Graves & Sarkis (2018) distinguished between 'basic' and 'advanced' EGB, while Ciocirlan (2017) conceptualized EGB 'intensity' based on outcome uncertainty, which is critical as high-intensity EGB can cause employee burnout (Wright et al., 2012). This is not just the physical and cognitive difficulty, but more specifically the underlying mechanism is the uncertainty regarding the outcome. These theoretical strains have been brought together by Maguire et al. (2025) who proposed a goal proximity distinction based on outcome expectancy, based on individuals' beliefs about successfully achieving the goals of the behaviour being performed (Bandura, 1997). The complexity of different types of EGB can be understood by the outcome expectancy. This was also highlighted as an area of EGB that requires attention as focusing on what employees actually do, it omits the larger environmental outcomes that are largely outside individuals control (Ones et al., 2018).  
The new framing around the outcome expectancy considers EGB to be structured – like other evaluations of behaviour more generally – around the valence (positive vs. negative consequences), temporal immediacy (immediate vs. long‑term effects), and area of consequence (physical, self‑evaluative, or social) (Schwarzer & Luszczynska, 2016). With the addition individuality (individual vs collaborative) – as relying on others to achieve the outcome would change the outcome expectancy. This framing distinguishes the ‘reduce, reuse, recycle’ (conserving) type behaviours as ‘proximal EGB’ being individual, immediate, positively valenced, and having low stakes in the area of consequences. In contrast to these behaviours are ‘distal EGB’ that require collaboration, long-term commitment, and uncertainty around the valence of the behaviours and have a wider area of consequences. For example, distal EGB would require deeper considerations around negative consequences from creating more job stress, and possible social envy or undermining from colleagues (Fasbender, 2020). 
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POS is defined as employees' belief that their organization cares about their well-being and values their contributions (Eisenberger et al., 2001), represents a cornerstone of social exchange theory in workplace relationships. The concept operates through a reciprocity mechanism where employees who feel organizationally supported reciprocate through positive workplace behaviours (Gouldner, 1960). Extensive research demonstrates that POS leads to organizational citizenship behaviour (OCB) (Eisenberger et al., 1986; Meyer et al., 2002; Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002; Wayne et al., 1997), enhanced employee retention (Allen et al., 2003), reduced absenteeism (Eisenberger et al., 1986), and increased performance effort (Eder & Eisenberger, 2008).
EGB research has hitherto been dominated by characterising these behaviours as discretionary (Francoeur et al., 2021). These voluntary behaviours would then have strong structural similarities between OCB and EGB (both represent discretionary, individually driven workplace behaviours not explicitly rewarded), and therefore the reciprocity mechanism underlying POS-OCB relationships could theoretically extend to EGB (Lamm et al., 2013). Despite theoretical foundations, empirical evidence for POS-EGB relationships remains inconclusive. Two studies found direct and indirect effects mediated by affective commitment, the relationships found were small (Lamm et al., 2013; Paillé & Boiral, 2013). Other research found no significant direct effects of POS on EGB, identifying only small effects when mediated by affective commitment (Saifulina et al., 2021). This inconsistency suggests that POS measures may require environmental moderating factors to effectively predict EGB.
The development of instrumental POS, which specifically measures organizational support for environmental behaviours and sustainability (Lamm et al., 2015), provides evidence for this proposition. This construct enhances the relationship between affective commitment and EGB (Saifulina et al., 2021), and demonstrates strong relationships with EGB (Lamm et al., 2015). Notably, instrumental POS effects on EGB far exceed those of POS and affective commitment, suggesting that environmental specificity substantially enhances predictive validity.
These findings indicate that POS may be insufficient for predicting EGB independently but become powerful predictors when combined with pro-environmental elements. This research extends existing knowledge by examining how POS differentially affects proximal versus distal EGB categories. The distinction is theoretically relevant as employees may perceive greater organizational acceptance for organizational and systemic environmental changes (distal EGB) when POS is high, compared to individual environmental actions that would not be noticed at an organizational level (proximal EGB).
Hypothesis 1a: Perceived organisational support has a positive relationship with proximal EGB.
Hypothesis 1b: Perceived organisational support has a positive relationship with distal EGB.
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Recent reviews suggest further understanding is needed regarding the pros and cons of supportive behaviours by leaders in organizations regarding EGB (Tang et al., 2023). After reviewing different areas of literature on supervisors and managers, it was concluded that not all leadership constructs effectively predict EGB (Robertson & Barling, 2015). This does not diminish its relevance but indicates greater complexity than simple leader support resulting in EGB. A review confirms manager support as important for EGB, with a quarter of studies referencing lack of leadership as an EGB obstacle (Yuriev et al., 2018), while other reviews highlight the importance of leadership activities and behaviours (Norton et al., 2015). The relationship strength between PSS and EGB focuses more on environmentally specific leadership elements (instrumental PSS), with several studies supporting this relationship (Cantor et al., 2012, 2015; Graves et al., 2013; Raineri & Paillé, 2016; Ramus, 2001). Additionally, a lack of pro-environmental behaviour from leaders negatively affects employee willingness to perform EGB (Robertson & Barling, 2013; Wesselink et al., 2017).
PSS represents a more proximal organizational factor, defined as employees' perception that their supervisor cares about their well-being and values their workplace contributions (Kottke & Sharafinski, 1988). While conceptually similar to POS – as supervisors can represent organizational values – PSS remains a distinct construct with different predictive capabilities (Kottke & Sharafinski, 1988; Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002). 
PSS demonstrates well-established positive relationships with OCB (Chen & Chiu, 2008; Eisenberger et al., 2002; VanYperen et al., 1999), yet its relationship with EGB remains less understood. Research has predominantly focused on environmentally-specific supervisory support – combining perceived pro-environmental supervisor attitudes with resources for environmental engagement (Cantor et al., 2015). This construct shows strong relationships with EGB (Blok et al., 2015; Cantor et al., 2012; Paillé et al., 2019; Raineri & Paillé, 2016) and reduces environmentally detrimental behaviours (Paillé et al., 2019). The importance of PSS is further evidenced by research identifying lack of such support as an impediment to EGB (Ramus, 2001; Ramus & Steger, 2000).
This is consistent with behavioural integrity of supervisors and the effect on subordinates, finding that the behavioural norms are influenced by the supervisor’s principles (Dineen et al., 2006), particularly when supervisors ‘walk the talk’ and model desired behaviours (Simons, 2002). This has been found as exemplary pro-environmental supervisor behaviour signals desired employee conduct which leads to EGB (Wesselink et al., 2017). However, PSS that focuses on subordinate well-being rather than environmental support shows mixed EGB relationships. Some research reports negative PSS-EGB relationships, potentially due to managers' "low level of environmental concern" (Paillé & Boiral, 2013, p. 3569). Conversely, other studies suggest that well-being support and environmental support can be complementary under certain condition (Paillé et al., 2020).
These inconsistent findings may result from failing to distinguish between EGB types. Research by Masterson et al. (2000) demonstrates this distinction by subdividing OCB into organizational-beneficial and supervisor-beneficial categories, finding that supervisor-focused OCB was more effectively predicted by PSS, while organization-focused OCB was better predicted by POS. This differentiation suggests that PSS and POS may relate differently to various EGB types in a similar way to how they affect OCB. Proximal EGB may align more closely with PSS due to their shared immediacy and proximity to the individual, while distal EGB that target organizational-level outcomes may be better predicted by POS. This has not been researched in the literature to this date.
Supervisory support may minimally affect distal EGB, as these behaviours exceed supervisory scope and may detract from immediate work unit goals. Despite mixed evidence, this study hypothesizes a small positive PSS-EGB relationship, consistent with established PSS-OCB relationships in social exchange literature (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005), expecting this relationship to be stronger for proximal EGB and influenced by pro-environmental moderating factors.
Hypothesis 2a: Perceived supervisory support has a positive relationship with proximal EGB.
Hypothesis 2b: Perceived supervisory support has a positive relationship with distal EGB.
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Affective commitment acts as an emotional attachment to the organization such that employees identify with and enjoy being a part of their organization (Allen & Meyer, 1990). This commitment represents a mindset that binds individuals to pursue organizational targets (Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002; Meyer & Herscovitch, 2001) and serves as psychological mechanism for influencing OCB or EGB outcomes.
The few studies that have explored affective commitment as an EGB antecedent consistently found modest relationships between affective commitment and EGB (Afsar et al., 2020; Lamm et al., 2013; Temminck et al., 2015). Stronger relationships emerged between EGB when employees' have higher belief in organizational sustainability commitment (Lamm et al., 2013), suggesting employees engage in EGB more readily when perceiving their organization is actively working towards environmental sustainability. If employees don't believe the organization values environmental sustainability, they may not engage in EGB, as this wouldn't fulfil social exchange theory's reciprocity norm (Gouldner, 1960). Conversely, affective commitment strongly predicts positive workplace behaviours like OCB (Eisenberger et al., 1986, 2002; Meyer et al., 2002; Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002). Since pro-environmental behaviours are perceived as pro-social (Aguilera et al., 2007; Ramus & Killmer, 2007), and employees perform pro-social behaviours like OCB to reciprocate social exchange (Organ, 1997), strongly committed employees may engage in EGB due to perceiving them as pro-social behaviours. Thus, affective commitment likely has a relationship with EGB from this perspective, potentially enhanced by green organizational climate.
Affective commitment also functions as an important mediating factor within social exchange theory's support mechanisms (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). Research demonstrates POS as an antecedent to affective commitment and consistent predictor (Eisenberger et al., 2001; Settoon et al., 1996; Wayne et al., 1997), with evidence supporting similar PSS-affective commitment relationships (Casper et al., 2011; Stinglhamber & Vandenberghe, 2003). Studies exploring POS-EGB relationships consistently include affective commitment as a mediating variable (Lamm et al., 2013; Paillé & Boiral, 2013; Saifulina et al., 2021). Thus, POS and PSS relationships with EGB are likely to be mediated by affective commitment, as employee support creates emotional attachment, significantly activating reciprocity mechanisms and resulting in positive behaviours. 
This follows established hypotheses that organizational support leads to felt obligation and affective commitment, manifesting as positive employee behaviour, specifically EGB. Therefore, affective commitment should strongly relate to EGB, with POS and PSS effects mediated by organizational affective commitment, demonstrating similar EGB explanatory mechanisms as previous OCB research.
Hypothesis 3a: Affective commitment has a positive relationship with proximal EGB
Hypothesis 3b: Affective commitment has a positive relationship with distal EGB

Hypothesis 4a: Affective commitment will positively mediate the relationship between perceived organisational support and proximal and distal EGB
Hypothesis 4b: Affective commitment will positively mediate the relationship between perceived supervisory support and both proximal and distal EGB
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The normative influence on individuals pro-environmental behaviours has been recognized as a strong mechanism in many social contexts (Cialdini et al., 1990, 1991; Cialdini & Jacobson, 2021). In the workplace – and with regards to specifically EGB – this social psychological influence extends beyond social exchange theory. Researchers have used perceived group norms to explain behaviours, with organizational climate significantly affecting employee behaviour (Schneider & Barbera, 2014). This normative mechanism influences employees through their perception of workplace policies and practices (Schneider et al., 2013), as well as beliefs about behavioural expectations of the work unit (James et al., 2008). The green organizational climate then influences the way individuals perceive valued contextual behaviours – how they 'ought' to behave (Cialdini et al., 1991; Norton et al., 2014). Thus, within the workplace this pro-environmental normative influence would equally predict EGB.
The increasing interest in environmental sustainability has led research into green organizational climates. Evidence shows green organizational climate has strong positive EGB effects (Chou, 2014; Norton et al., 2014; Tahir et al., 2020), predominantly mediating environmental strategies, policies and procedures (Biswas et al., 2021; Das et al., 2019; Naz et al., 2023; Norton et al., 2014, 2017), but also mediating green human resource management (Dumont et al., 2017) and green transformational leadership (Robertson & Carleton, 2018). It also leads to more satisfied and committed employees through organization-fit mechanisms when employees' green attitudes match the green organizational climate (Hicklenton et al., 2019).
The interaction between green organizational climate and emotional support mechanisms has received little attention, likely due to overwhelming evidence for instrumental support mechanisms (environmental behaviour focused support) from the organization (Lamm et al., 2015; Saifulina et al., 2021) and supervisor (Blok et al., 2015; Cantor et al., 2012; Paillé et al., 2020; Raineri & Paillé, 2016). However, without a green element in the support construct, as is being used in this paper, some pro-environmental factor would be important for predicting EGB to focus the employee towards behaviours that are valued at the organization. 
This research proposes that green organizational climate could moderate relationships between affective commitment and EGB. This would occur through the same felt obligation to return positive behaviours via reciprocity mechanisms described in social exchange theory, as employees perceive their organization caring about environmental sustainability their reciprocal behaviour could be EGB (rather than OCB). The moderation affect of a green organizational climate has been used in other instances, enhancing relationships between leaders' pro-environmental behaviour and employee EGB (Wu et al., 2021) and moderating intention to perform EGB and next day EGB (Norton et al., 2017). This pro-environmental contextual factor can powerfully moderate various EGB pathways and would be expected to enhance the relationship between affective commitment and EGB.
Hypothesis 5a: A green organizational climate will enhance the relationship between affective commitment and proximal EGB.
Hypothesis 5b: A green organizational climate will enhance the relationship between affective commitment and distal EGB.

Finally, the mediation of pathway of affective commitment would also likely be moderated by a green organizational climate. The previous hypothesised EGB pathways would be stronger under the conditions of a stronger green organizational climate. This would occur through the same mechanism, where affective commitment is predicted through POS and PSS due to reciprocity mechanisms (Gouldner, 1960) and felt obligation to return favourable organizational behaviour (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). As mentioned previously, research has examined the mediation effect of affective commitment as a mediator (Lamm et al., 2013; Paillé et al., 2013; Saifulina et al., 2021). What remains unexplored is whether this mediation effect is particularly strong under certain conditions.
When there is strong green organizational climate and therefore employees believe their organization cares about environmental issues, the affective commitment mediating effect may be particularly strong. This would combine emotional support mechanisms with green organizational climate normative effects, exploring 'strong' versus 'weak' green organizational climate conditions' importance.
Hypothesis 6a: The affective commitment mediation pathway between supportive mechanisms (POS & PSS) and proximal EGB will be stronger under strong green organizational climate versus weak green organizational climate conditions.
Hypothesis 6b: The affective commitment mediation pathway between supportive mechanisms (POS & PSS) and distal EGB will be stronger under strong green organizational climate versus weak green organizational climate conditions.
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A sample of 408 full-time employees was drawn from the UK and USA. Confirmatory factor analysis is well-suited to samples of this scale, as research consistently demonstrates its superior performance with samples exceeding 400 participants (Jackson, 2001, 2007). The 35-item measure further aligns with established psychometric guidance recommending a participant-to-item ratio of between 5 and 10, supporting the structural validity of the analysis (Tinsley & Tinsley, 1987).
Participants were recruited through Amazon Mechanical Turk and social networking sites. This multi-pathway approach was selected to maximise sample heterogeneity, reflecting the theoretical priority of capturing variation across occupational contexts rather than depth within a single group (Demerouti & Rispens, 2014). Amazon Mechanical Turk is particularly well-suited to this aim, providing access to a large, geographically dispersed population with data quality comparable to traditional collection methods (Buhrmester et al., 2011).
The sample was predominantly white (86%) and male (59%), with a mean age of 37 years (SD = 11.15) and a mean organisational tenure of 14 years (SD = 13.8). Ethical approval was granted by the UEA-NBS Research Ethics Committee.
Ethics approval was granted from UEA-NBS Research Ethics Committee.
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EGB was measured with the Goal Proximity EGB Scale (Maguire et al., 2025). The measurement instrument is made up of 10 items, split evenly so that five items are in the proximal category and five items represent the distal category. A sample item from the proximal category is ‘at work I recycle everything that I can’, and from the distal category ‘I make suggestions to improve the environmental performance and practices of the organization’.
 POS was measured using the shortened four item scale that were taken from (Paillé & Boiral, 2013). This shortened version of the original 17-item scale (Eisenberger et al., 1986) is often used in this field to measure this concept. An example item is ‘My organization really cares about my well-being’. The Cronbach’s alpha was 0.84.
 PSS was measured by four items in the same process as others in this field (Paillé et al., 2013) by replacing ‘organization’ with ‘supervisor’ as has been common in other research (Eisenberger et al., 2002). An example item from this measure is ‘My supervisor values my contributions’. The Cronbach’s alpha was 0.88.
Affective commitment was measured by a shortened validated version of the construct developed by (Bentein et al., 2002) and has been used in previous research in EGB (Paillé & Boiral, 2013). This was shortened from the original model developed by (Allen & Meyer, 1990). An example item from this scale is ‘I really feel that I belong in this company’. The Cronbach’s alpha was 0.86.
Green organizational climate was measured by the 8-item scale created by (Norton et al., 2014), replacing the word ‘company’ with ‘organization’ to stay consistent with other questions throughout the survey. An example item from this scale is ‘Our company believes it is important to protect the environment’. The Cronbach’s alpha was 0.96.
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This study advances understanding of employee green behaviour (EGB) by examining novel relationships between organisational and supervisory support, affective commitment, and two theoretically distinct categories of EGB: proximal and distal. Central to this framework is the goal proximity EGB scale developed by Maguire et al. (2025), which operationalises green behaviour according to the outcome expectancy of the action. This conceptualisation responds directly to recent calls for construct clarification in the EGB field (Francoeur et al., 2021; Zacher et al., 2023) and represents a theoretically meaningful advance in how the antecedents of green behaviour are modelled. A cross-sectional design is appropriate for this stage of theoretical development, enabling an initial mapping of these relationships across organisational contexts before investigation within specific industries.
Structural equation modelling (SEM) is the analytically appropriate method for this framework, given its capacity to simultaneously estimate direct, mediated, and moderated relationships among latent constructs. The distinction between distal support (perceived organisational support; POS) and proximal support (perceived supervisor support; PSS) mirrors the theoretical logic established by Masterson et al. (2000), who demonstrated that workplace behaviours are systematically differentiated by the proximity of their source of support. Extending this framework to EGB constitutes a theoretically grounded contribution, as this application has not previously appeared in the literature.
Given the novel nature of the relationships under investigation, all measurement scales were selected on the basis of prior validation, providing a robust psychometric foundation for testing new theoretical propositions. Full scale details are available in the supplementary material. Analyses were conducted in R using the lavaan package (Rosseel, 2012), with maximum likelihood estimation and listwise deletion for missing data.
Model fit was evaluated using the CFI, TLI, RMSEA, and SRMR, consistent with established standards in organisational behaviour and sustainability research (Hu & Bentler, 1999). These indices collectively assess the adequacy of the measurement model and support the establishment of convergent and discriminant validity.
Mediation was tested using bias-corrected bootstrapping with 5,000 resamples, with indirect effects considered significant where the 95% confidence interval excluded zero (Preacher & Hayes, 2008). This approach is well-suited to estimating the extent to which affective commitment transmits the influence of organisational and supervisory support on EGB.
Moderation was examined by incorporating an interaction term formed from the mean-centred values of affective commitment and green organisational climate, as it reduces multicollinearity (Iacobucci et al., 2016). To investigate the moderation, the sample was divided into weak and strong green organisational climate groups using one standard deviation above and below the mean (Cohen et al., 2013), enabling examination of how climate strength shapes the mediation pathway.

Results
Descriptive statistics and correlations of variables are provided in Table 1. Cronbach’s alpha can be seen across the shaded diagonal of Table 1. They all show good internal consistency and are above the generally considered acceptable standard for Cronbach’s alpha of 0.7 (Lance et al., 2006). 
Confirmatory factor analysis was tested showing that the factor structures fit well (χ2 = 570.152, Df = 142, CFI = 0.938, TLI = 0.926, RMSEA = 0.086, SRMR = 0.038). The factor loadings for all the items were significant to (P < 0.001) and greater than 0.65, with one item below this threshold at 0.45. These are good levels of factor loading confirming the convergent validity (Comrey & Lee, 1992; Lambert & Newman, 2022), the single item that has a lower factor loading is above suggested threshold cut offs for loading of items onto factors (Ford et al., 1986; Lambert & Newman, 2022). CMV was tested at this point using Harman’s single-factor test, it was found the proportion of the variance was 0.40, therefore CMV is not of significant concern (Podsakoff et al., 2003). Additionally, a common latent factor was included to further assess the extent of CMV, all items loaded significantly onto this factor. The standardized common latent factor loadings (0.24 – 0.41) indicate that method effects account for roughly 6–17% of item variance, suggesting the presence of moderate but not concerning CMV.

----- Insert table 1 -----

The fit indices were satisfactory for the structural model (χ2 = 603.859, Df = 179, CFI = 0.920, TLI = 0.907, RMSEA = 0.076 and SRMR = 0.044). These results can be seen in Table 2 and Figure 1. Hypothesis 1a wasnot supported, asproximal EGB hasan insignificant relationship with POS. Hypothesis 1b was supported, as distal EGB was significantly related to POS (β = 0.38, Z = 2.97, p < 0.01). Hypothesis 2a was supported, as the relationship was significant between proximal EGB and PSS (β = 0.10, Z = 3.37, p < 0.001). Hypothesis 2b was not supported, as there was no significant relationship between PSS and distal EGB. Hypothesis 3a and 3b were both accepted: proximal EGB had a small significant relationship with affective commitment (β = 0.08, Z = 2.19, p < 0.01) and distal EGB had a strong significant relationship (β = 0.48, Z = 6.39, p < 0.001). Hypotheses 5a and 5b were also accepted, as the interaction between affective commitment and a green organizational climate was found to be related to both proximal EGB (β = 0.03, Z = 2.23, p < 0.05) and distal EGB (β = 0.128, Z = 3.48, p < 0.001). This demonstrates the significant moderating effect of a green organizational climate on all types of EGB, especially with the distal EGB. The results for these can be seen in Table 2 and illustrated in Figure 1.
----- Insert table 2 -----
Figure 1 – Illustrated results of the SEM model. The solid lines represent direct relationships, and the dotted line represents a moderating effect.
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Affective commitment to the organization was hypothesised to mediate both direct supportive relationships of POS and EGB, as well as PSS and EGB. Hypotheses 4a and 4b formed the mediation analysis, these relationships were tested with bootstrapping simulation using 5,000 iterations to determine a confidence interval (Shrout & Bolger, 2002). Both POS and PSS are positively related to EGB via affective commitment, confirming hypothesis 4. These indirect relationships with POS (β = 0.41, Z = 5.65, p < 0.001) and PSS (β = 0.12, Z = 4.07, p < 0.001) are particularly strong for distal EGB. In contrast the relationship with proximal EGB is significant but shows weaker effect sizes and the significance levels are close to the traditional cut-off levels with POS (β = 0.07, Z = 2.87, p < 0.01), and PSS (β = 0.02, Z = 2.49, p < 0.05). The results can be seen in Table 3 with confidence intervals and Z scores.

----- Insert table 3 -----
The moderated mediation (Hypotheses 6a and 6b) showed that the green organizational climate made a significant difference to the outcome of EGB on all the moderated mediation pathways for POS and PSS. Proximal EGB was affected less than the distal EGB by a green organizational climate, and the difference between the strength of the climate was also smaller. The coefficients can be seen in Table 4. Specifically, the index for distal EGB under the POS mediation pathway showed the largest effect size with a value of (β = 0.10, Z = 3.34, p < 0.01). The total effects of both displayed in Table 4 illustrate the importance of strong green organizational climate for all EGB, but specifically this moderating effect is particularly important for enhancing distal EGB. 

----- Insert table 4 -----
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[bookmark: _Toc169005874]This research addressed the paucity of studies examining emotional support mechanisms (supervisory and organizational support) and their impact on EGB, as generally support for environmentally specific behaviours dominate this field (Cantor et al., 2012; Graves et al., 2013, 2019; Paillé et al., 2020; Raineri & Paillé, 2016; Robertson & Carleton, 2018; Saifulina et al., 2021; Zientara & Zamojska, 2018). By combining support mechanisms with a green normative influence, this study examined the potential interaction between social exchange and normative theories on EGB. The findings reveal distinct patterns for proximal and distal EGB across different organizational factors, importantly the organizational-level mechanisms that relate most strongly to distal EGB. The research also confirmed the importance of green organizational climate as a factor for EGB. This was through the interaction with affective commitment which added a new moderating effect of this construct.
The first contribution of this study is the identification that – similar to OCB having different levels of focus (Masterson et al., 2000) – EGB can likewise be differentiated according to distinct levels of focus. The related mechanisms are also delineated by this focus around the level of support. For example, proximal support (PSS) showed stronger relationships with proximal EGB, while distal support (POS) related more strongly to distal EGB, suggesting the proximity of the support source and the behavioural target are theoretically aligned. This insight provides evidence to the characteristics of these different dimensions of EGB and furthers evidence that EGB should be considered having at least two dimensions.
The results agree with previous research that POS is related to EGB (Lamm et al., 2013; Paillé & Boiral, 2013), however important nuances were left unexamined in their research.  POS showed significant direct relationships with distal EGB but not proximal EGB. The difference likely stems from the immediate, simple, individual nature of proximal EGB, which are unlikely to be noticed or acknowledged by the wider organization. These proximal EGB are unlikely to satisfy the reciprocity mechanism theorised in social exchange theory (Blau, 1964), as high-quality exchanges underpin this theory (Brandes et al., 2004). Employees seek to give back to the organization meaningfully by support (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002). Thus, the smaller relationship between POS and proximal EGB is understandable, as these lower-effort behaviours are unlikely to be considered supporting organizational improvement. Distal EGB in contrast is focused more widely on influence other employees and making wider changes to the organization. Therefore, POS interacts with these distal EGB far more.
Contradicting the established PSS–OCB relationships (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005; Eisenberger et al., 2002), PSS showed mixed relationships with EGB, which confirms the complex relationship, as some find positive relationships (Gkorezis, 2015), and others finding slight negative relationships (Paillé et al., 2013). To overcome this, recent research examined differences between types of supervisory support and found that while instrumental PSS was important consistently, PSS was only important under certain conditions (Paillé et al., 2020). This study found that Proximal EGB had significant direct and indirect pathways with PSS, with direct effects predominating, while distal EGB was only significantly related to PSS through mediation. These results offer a potential explanation for the inconsistent findings that have characterised this literature: studies treating EGB as a unidimensional construct may obscure the differential sensitivity of proximal and distal behaviours to PSS. Delineating EGB by category therefore not only clarifies the theoretical picture but also helps account for previously unresolved empirical contradictions. Affective commitment showed strong relationships with distal EGB and considerably weaker ones with proximal EGB, a distinction that carries important theoretical weight. Distal EGB is characterised by complexity, long-term orientation, collaborative effort, and uncertain outcomes. These features make organisational commitment a logical prerequisite, as employees are unlikely to invest sustained effort in behaviours of this kind without a strong sense of identification with and attachment to the organisation. These findings align with others, as affective commitment positively relates to EGB (Lamm et al., 2013; Paillé & Boiral, 2013) and predicts numerous positive employee-organization relationship outcomes (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). Proximal EGB, being immediate and relatively simple in its demands, does not depend on commitment to the same degree. The small but present relationship found here may reflect a pro-social environmental motivation that operates beyond organisational boundaries (Aguilera et al., 2007; Raineri & Paillé, 2016), with social exchange mechanisms providing only a partial account. 
Affective commitment also mediated the relationships between both POS and PSS and EGB, underlining its role as a central transmission mechanism through which organisational and supervisory support influences behaviour. This pattern is broadly consistent with Masterson et al.'s (2000) OCB framework having both citizenship behaviour beneficial to organization and citizenship behaviour beneficial to supervisor. This study reflects this as proximal EGB may benefit supervisors through its immediacy and visibility within the immediate work context, while distal EGB benefits the organisation through contributions to strategic-level environmental change. Thus, stronger affective commitment relationships are logical with distal EGB, as the characteristics of this behavioural category mean employees would unlikely perform them without organizational commitment.  

The second contribution concerns the moderating role of green organisational climate, which amplified the positive effect of affective commitment on EGB across both categories, with particularly pronounced effects for distal behaviour. This adds evidence for green organizational climate as a key normative factor mediating and moderating EGB antecedents. Prior research shows it moderates personal environmental norms (Chou, 2014) and leadership-employee relationships to increase EGB (Wu et al., 2021), and enhances the effect of affective commitment on EGB in tourism (Zientara & Zamojska, 2018). This research supports these latter findings, showing moderating effects of a green organizational climate on affective commitment. Green organizational climate was found to be an important moderating factor across all categories of EGB and moderated the effect of affective commitment. The effect was stronger for distal EGB, this likely is the result of employees being affectively committed to organizations and perceiving a green organizational climate, making them more prepared to engage in complex EGB. 
Under conditions of strong green organisational climate, large indirect effects via POS were observed for distal EGB, and significant indirect effects via PSS were found for both EGB categories. Conversely, the considerably weaker effects observed under low-climate conditions indicate that the motivational influence of commitment on EGB is contingent to a large extent on employees' perception of an environmentally oriented organisational context. This aligns with evidence that green organisational climate strength predicts green behavioural intentions and can explain meaningful variation in EGB across organisations (Chou, 2014; Norton et al., 2017). The implication is that organisational support and affective commitment operate most effectively as drivers of EGB when employees also perceive that the organisation treats environmental sustainability as a genuine and visible priority.
Viewing these behaviours through a strategic lens helps distinguish them from interpersonal or routine pro‑social actions: distal EGB captures the employee-level contributions through which environmental strategies are enacted, refined, or even redirected when suggestions gain sufficient support. The strong empirical links between green organizational climate and environmental strategy and policies (Biswas et al., 2021; Das et al., 2019; Naz et al., 2023; Norton et al., 2014, 2017) reinforces the idea that climate should not be treated just as an indicator of positive organizational sentiment. Instead, it reflects deliberate strategic choices and the effectiveness of environmental strategy implementation. This perspective highlights that a green organizational climate is an outcome of purposeful action, and that distal EGB functions as a behavioural mechanism through which strategic intentions are translated into meaningful organizational change.
The final contribution is the practical implications; this research helps identify key barriers to green behaviour change and highlights that practical solutions depend on organizations clarifying which types of EGB they want to promote and what level of support employees require to perform them. Even with limited resources, organizations can meaningfully strengthen EGB by focusing on low‑cost relational and cultural levers. A central priority is deliberately cultivating a green organizational climate – which can be considered outcome of strategic choices in the organization to make visible how effectively environmental strategy is being implemented. This is due to the green organizational climate representing the way employees perceive their organization to be environmentally sustainable. When this climate is paired with strong day‑to‑day supervisory support, employees are more likely to engage in simpler, proximal EGB, while broader signals of organizational care help drive more complex, distal EGB. Consistently communicating a genuine commitment to environmental sustainability could reinforces employees’ perception of a strong green climate and possibly further amplify these effects.
[bookmark: _Toc169005875][bookmark: _Toc160465237][bookmark: _Toc169005876]Limitations and future research
This study is limited by the cross-sectional design and a single data collection time point; this affects the study in multiple ways. Firstly, the cross-sectional method means that the direction of these relationships is unknown. Longitudinal data and linear growth model could determine how increasing levels of green organizational climate could lead to increasing instances of EGB over time. Also, quasi-experimental research could test with changing the support levels in different conditions to further examine the relationships in this study. 
There is the possibility that the direction of the relationships found in this paper could be reversed (i.e. EGB may be the antecedent to commitment). This would follow the concept of behavioural commitment, which refers to commitment formed through action rather than mindset (Brown, 1996). Unlike attitudinal commitment based on reciprocating rewards, Salancik (1977) argues that commitment arises from maintaining psychological consistency and that individuals retrospectively justify their actions through “post hoc self‑justification.” (Oliver, 1990). For instance, performing EGB to meet organizational requirements and cues, employees may come to view their organization more positively and thus become committed to the sustainability goals of the organization. This approach has received comparatively limited attention compared to attitudinal (affective) commitment (Shiu et al., 2014) yet it represents a promising direction for future research. Further discriminating hypotheses in future research would build on the nuances of this study.
Second, although steps were taken to assess CMV, it cannot be fully ruled out given the single‑survey design. The Harman test and common latent factor analysis provide some reassurance that CMV is not of concern, but future research using longitudinal or multi‑source data would help validate and extend these findings.
Third, cross-sectional designs may overlook individual variability and fail to capture intra-individual fluctuations. It cannot account for unknown factors that influenced the way the participants answered the items on that day. Overcoming these fluctuations in state-based factors can be done by using diary methodologies that account for these changes, as some have done regarding EGB (Norton et al., 2017).
Furthermore, the controls used in this study did not affect the relationships between hypothesized factors, however further research could control for other factors including job type, industry type, and regulatory pressures. Therefore, the findings of this research should be interpreted as most applicable to organizational contexts where employee discretion, autonomy, and social exchange relationships are salient – such as knowledge-intensive and service-oriented work – rather than highly regulated, more manual labour focused work, or operationally constrained settings. Generalisation beyond these contexts should therefore be undertaken with caution. 
[bookmark: _Toc160465238][bookmark: _Toc169005877]A final limitation is the reliance on self-reported measures, this is pervasive in the EGB literature and could be affected by issues such-as social desirability bias may affect the accuracy of self-reported data (Caputo, 2017). Future research should employ other methodologies, such-as experimental approaches (Unsworth & McNeill, 2017). Furthermore, qualitative approaches – that are lacking in the field (Francoeur et al., 2021) – could be utilized to further validate the Goal Proximity EGB distinction.
Future research should build upon the Goal Proximity EGB scale to deepen understanding of EGB, given the clear evidence of unique characteristics within EGB dimensions. Since proximal EGB appears more influenced by direct supervisory effects rather than organizational-level factors, research could explore how interpersonal influences and leadership styles differentially affect these behaviours. The characterization of distal EGB as having wider organizational outcomes, could also be interpreted as being the behavioural manifestations (microfoundations) of environmental strategy implementation.
Examining distal EGB alongside organizational factors (e.g. environmental strategy, waste management) is a rich avenue for further research. For example, the reduce, reuse, recycle concepts (‘3R’) and thinking ‘beyond 3R’ have received considerable attention in the waste management literature (Nowicki et al., 2023) but are not referenced in the organizational behaviour literature. Meaningful parallels with adjacent fields remain unexplored, and bridging these silos would sharpen our understanding of both organizational environmental transitions and the psychology driving employee behaviour. Rather than two fields simultaneously but separately doing research that has many overlapping implications.
The theory of planned behaviour offers a promising framework for examining how attitudes, subjective norms, and particularly perceived behavioural control affect different EGB dimensions (Ajzen, 1991). A recent review indicates that research is beginning to examine this theory in relation to EGB (Yuriev et al., 2020), suggesting this area could be further developed using the Goal Proximity EGB scale. Based on the present findings, behavioural control would likely relate more strongly to proximal EGB due to their less complex characteristics, while subjective norms would more prominently affect distal EGB.
Additionally, the theory of locus of control, which shares similarities with self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997), has been identified as likely representing an important EGB correlate (Katz et al., 2022). Utilising these constructs to explore the distinct characteristics of proximal and distal EGB categories presents an exciting research avenue. Given that this study found distal behaviours require greater commitment, examining EGB through motivational theories such as self-determination theory would prove worthwhile (Ryan & Deci, 1985). This theory emphasises autonomy, competence, and relatedness (Deci et al., 2001), where autonomy and competence aspects may relate more strongly to proximal behaviours, as the collaboration and complexity required for distal behaviours could potentially impede these relationships. Conversely, relatedness may connect more closely to distal EGB due to the necessary collaboration involved.
Conclusion
This study has identified the way in which organizations and supervisors at work can support employees to perform different categories and types of EGB. The main conclusion is that for more complex distal EGB (i.e. those that will contribute to wider transformation of organizations towards environmental sustainability), organizational support and commitment to the organization are important components. These are enhanced by a strong green organizational climate. This shows us that employees who engage in these more complex behaviours require commitment to the organization and the perception that these behaviours are valued at the organization are crucial. 	
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